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DETAILED ACTION 

Response to Amendment 

The amendment filed on February 1 , 2008, has been entered and acknowledged 
by the Examiner. 

Claims 1-9 and 24-28 are pending in the instant application. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public 
use or on sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United 
States. 

Claims 1-2, 7, 9, and 24 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated 
by Cho (US 2002/0043928) (of record). 

Regarding claim 1 , Cho discloses an organic electroluminescent display device 
comprising a substrate (Figs. 3A-F, 110; Page 2, Paragraph [0024]); a lower electrode 
formed on the substrate, the lower electrode having a planar upper surface at a first 
step difference above the substrate (Figs. 3A-F, 120; Page 2, Paragraph [0024]); a pixel 
define layer formed on the substrate and covering one portion of the lower electrode 
while exposing another portion of the lower electrode, the pixel define layer having an 
upper surface at a second step difference above the substrate (Figs. 3A-F, 140; Page 2, 
Paragraph [0024]); an organic thin film layer formed on the organic thin film layer (Figs. 
3A-F, 160; Page 2, Paragraph [0024]), wherein the second step difference of the pixel 
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define layer is not greater than the first step difference of the lower electrode (Figs. 3A- 
F, 120 & 140). 

Regarding claim 2, Cho further discloses wherein the pixel define layer is a 
photosensitive resin (Page 2, Paragraph [0024]). 

Regarding claims 7 and 9, Cho further discloses wherein the lower electrode 
comprises a transparent electrode material of ITO (Page 1 , Paragraph [0005]; Page 2, 
Paragraph [0026]). 

Regarding claim 24, Cho further discloses wherein the second step difference of 
the pixel define layer is less than or substantially equal to the first step difference of the 
lower electrode (Figs. 3A-F, 120 & 140). 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

Claim 8 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Cho (US 
2002/0043928) (of record) in view of Arnold et al. (US 7038373). 

Regarding claim 8, Cho teaches the invention of claim 7, and wherein the lower 
electrode of a bottom emitting OLED is a transparent electrode. Cho fails to teach 
wherein the lower electrode is a reflective electrode of a material from the group 
consisting of Al, AI/ITO, Cr, Pt, Au, Ag, Ag/ITO, AI/IZO, Pd, Ni, and an alloy film thereof. 
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In the same field of endeavor of organic electroluminescent devices, Arnold 
teaches wherein an OLED is provided as a top emitting with reflective lower electrode or 
a bottom emitting device with a transparent lower electrode, thus exemplifying 
recognized equivalent structures of the OLED in the art. Arnold further teaches wherein 
the reflective lower electrode material is chosen from the group consisting of Au, Pd, or 
Pt (Column 7, lines 43-67). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made to provide the OLED of Cho as top emitting with a 
reflective lower electrode of Au, Pd, or Pt instead of as bottom emitting, since the 
selection of any of these known equivalents would be considered within the level of 
ordinary skill in the art as evidenced by Arnold's teaching. 

Allowable Subject Matter 

Claims 25-28 are allowed. 

Claims 3-6 are objected to as being dependent upon a rejected base claim, but 
would be allowable if rewritten in independent form including all of the limitations of the 
base claim and any intervening claims. 

Regarding independent claim 25, the references of the Prior Art of record fail to 
teach or suggest the combination of the limitations as set forth in claim 25, and 
specifically comprising the limitation wherein a buffer pattern between the lower 
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electrode and the substrate which has a predetermined thickness sufficient to reduce a 
difference between the first and second step differences. 

Regarding claims 26-28, claims 26-28 are allowable for the reasons given in 
claim 25 because of their dependency status from claim 25. 

Regarding claim 3, the references of the Prior Art of record fails to teach or 
suggest the combination of the limitations as set forth in claim 3, and specifically 
comprising the limitation of a buffer pattern between the lower electrode and the 
substrate which has a predetermined thickness sufficient to reduce a difference 
between the first and second step differences. 

Claims 4-6 are allowable due to their dependency status from claim 3. 

Response to Arguments 

Applicant's arguments filed February 1, 2008 have been fully considered but they 
are not persuasive. 

With regard to claim 1 , Applicant argues that the pixel define layer has a non- 
planar upper surface and that a portion of this non-planar upper surface has a step 
difference that is greater than the step difference of the first electrode above the 
substrate. 

The Examiner respectfully disagrees. Claim 1 requires that the pixel define layer 
have a planar upper surface at a second step difference above the substrate and that 
the second step difference is not greater than the first step difference of the first 
electrode. The pixel define layer has multiple planar surfaces on the upper side that 
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qualify as an upper surface (planar is defined as: "of, relating to, or lying in a plane" 1 ); 
furthermore, the claim does not require all of the upper surface of the pixel define layer 
to have a step difference not greater than the first step difference, only that it have an 
upper surface that is both planar and has a step difference not greater than the first step 
difference. As such, the pixel define layer of Cho meets the claim 1 requirement and the 
rejection of claim 1 is maintained. 

Conclusion 

Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection presented in 
this Office action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See M PEP 
§ 706.07(a). Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 
CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the date of this final action. 



1 Merriam-Webster Online Dictionary 
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Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Anne M. Hines whose telephone number is (571) 272- 
2285. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday through Friday from 8:00- 
4:30. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Nimesh Patel can be reached on (571) 272-2457. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 

/Anne M Hines/ 
Patent Examiner 
Art Unit 2879 



/Nimeshkumar Patel/ 

Supervisory Patent Examiner, Art Unit 2879 



